In this case the section foreman knew that the decedents
were on his sect ion.  Indeed, he saw them when they arrived.  He
was on the telephone and they said hello to him.  He did not how-
ever, stoo them to ask where they were going and what they were
doing.  I accept the testimony of the iviSHA inspector that the
section foreman is responsible foe the safety of everyone en his
section (Tr. 15, 24-25, 38).  The section foreman himself
specifically admitted this (Tr. 58).  This being so, the section
foreman was negligent in not stopping the decedents to find
out their destination and what they were goinn to do.  People
cannot come and go as they please in an underground mine.  It is
simply too dangerous.  It was especially dangerous here where the
foreman, continuous miner operator and mine helper all knew the
roof in the area was bad.  The section foreman has the authority
and responsibility to control what is happening on his section.
He must exercise that authority and meet that responsibility.  If
he does not, he is negligent, as he was in this case.  Under such
circumstances the section foreman's negligence is attributable to
the operator.  The violation was very serious since it bore a
direct causal relationship to the two fatalities.

A penalty of $7,500 is assessed.
Citation 2104532

Citation No. 2104532, dated 5/24/83, sets forth the alleged
violative condition or practice as follows:

During the course of a fatal roof fall ac-
cident investigation it was revealed that
there was a violation of drawing Mo. 1 of the
operator's approved roof control plan dated
2/10/83.  The violation occurred during
mining of the face of No. 6 room from No. 20
split, 7 to 6 room in 7 flat right 8 room
right (006) section.  After completion of
mining sequence No. 3 a second temporary roof
support v/as not installed on the canvas side
(left side) as required by the approved roof
control plan.

Drawing No. 1 of the operator's roof control plan entitled
"Temporary Support During Mining" sets forth the mining sequence
and the installation of temporary roof supports.  The record is
uncontradicted that the second temporary roof support was not
installed when it should have been in the mining sequence (Tr,
68, 111-112).  This constituted a violation of Drawing No. 1 of
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